The genus to which the name Asterocalamites applies is one of the most nomenclaturally confused in modern palaeobotany despite providing the type for a distinctive key-group of extinct Palaeozoic horsetails, variously ranked from family (Asterocalamitaceae Hirmer, Handb. Paläobot. 1: 377. 1927) to class (Asterocalamitopsida Doweld, Prosyllabus Tracheoph.: vi. 2001) . Its nomenclature has been the subject of so many erroneous treatments, that the name is in urgent need of clarification by thorough nomenclatural analysis in order to be applied correctly and unambiguously in modern fossil plant systematics (Taylor & al., Paleobotany: 343. 2009 (Lanjouw & al. in Regnum Veg. 8. 1956 ) that read "A name is not validly published (1) when it is not accepted by the author who published it", very similar to Art. 36.1 of the current ICN (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012 , ed. 4. 1999) , names in the genus-group (genus, subgenus, section, etc.) have priority from the earliest date of valid publication of any such name irrespective of its original rank (genus or subgenus in our case), but this is not admissible in botanical nomenclature: the subgeneric name Calamites subg. Asterocalamites (1862) does not have priority over the generic name Archaeocalamites (1876). [It should be noted that, although Stur (l.c), following the heading "Archaeocalamites Stur", has the subheading "Archaeocalamites radiatus Bgt. sp." and appears then to provide a species description, referring to the fossils by the species name, later in his 25-page account he discusses the characters that distinguish his new genus from other genera such as Annularia, Calamites, and Sphenophyllum. It seems clear from this that Stur provided a generic description as well as one of the species.] However the Nomenclature Committee on Fossils may wish, under Art. 38.4, to confirm or otherwise that the descriptive material provided by Stur satisfies the requirement of Art.
38.1(a) for a description of the genus Archaeocalamites.
This nomenclatural situation surrounding Asterocalamites was not clear to all palaeobotanists even until recently; many simply followed the authority of Zeiller with no critical evaluation if its conformity to the rules of botanical nomenclature (vide Bateman in Palaeontographica, Abt. B, Paläophytol. 223: 36. 1991: "Asterocalamites Schimper (1862) strictly has priority at the generic level"). Earlier Zimmermann (in Taxon 7: 235. 1958) curiously and mistakenly proposed to conserve Asterocalamites as a generic name from its subgeneric place of appearance (1862, not 1879). Zeiller's nomenclatural mistake in introducing a superfluous generic name, not being critically evaluated in the past, has led to the wide use and acceptance of Asterocalamites in palaeobotanical systematics (Jongmans, Foss. Cat. Pl. 3: 74. 1914 & 11: 755. 1923 Hirmer, l.c Bateman, l.c.) . The opinions were nearly equally divided, especially after Leistikow's (l.c.) influential but confused analysis of the nomenclature of the fossil genus, and therefore both correct (Archaeocalamites) and incorrect (Asterocalamites) generic names become widely employed in palaeobotany and have survived up to our times. Disregarding the errors of the past, there is current prevalence in the use of the generic name Asterocalamites, which has resulted in the creation of a set of higher suprageneric names, such as Asterocalamitaceae Hirmer (l.c.), Asterocalamitales Nakai (Chosakuronbun Mokuroku: 205. 1943) and Asterocalamitopsida Doweld (l.c.). In order to achieve nomenclatural stability in modern suprageneric nomenclature by avoiding changing existing suprageneric names in current use for purely nomenclatural reasons, as was done for the family name only by Leistikow who introduced Archaeocalamitaceae Leistikow (l.c.: 51), it is proposed to conserve Asterocalamites against Archaeocalamites, rather than to create new suprageneric names, derived from the stem base of Archaeocalamites. If the proposal to conserve Asterocalamites against Archaeocalamites were not accepted, more than 10 fossil species would need to be recombined into Archaeocalamites and nearly the same number of different species epithets would need to be taken up in Archaeocalamites on account of priority.
But in reality this would be precluded by the existence of an additional generic name, neglected both by Zeiller and Stur, yet available since the middle of 19th century for this coherent group of Lower Carboniferous species of Calamites, assigned later to Asterocalamites or Archaeocalamites. This is the monotypic fossil genus Stigmatocanna Göpp. (Foss. Fl. Übergangsgeb. [in Nov. Actorum Acad. Caes. Leop.-Carol. Nat. Cur. 22(Suppl.)]: 125. 1852) based on fragmentarily preserved material; its one species, S. volkmanniana, was later synonymized with Calamites radiatus Brongn. and as a result the generic name had already fallen into oblivion in the 19th century (vide Jongmans, l.c. 1914: 77) . In order to avoid the necessary use of this forgotten senior synonym of both the more widely known names, Asterocalamites and Archaeocalamites, and to avoid the recombination of nearly 20 species names, originally published 
